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STRUCTURED ABSTRACT 
 
Purpose – Despite the expansion of e-learning, higher education still involves live lectures, which students 
often see as “boring”. Lecture classes can be made more engaging and effective by including videos. 
However, empirical research is yet to report on current video use in lectures, or on student perceptions of 
and preferences for videos. This paper fills that knowledge gap.  
Design/methodology/approach – A two-stage mixed-method study used focus groups to gain a rich 
understanding of student’s video experiences, preferences and the types of videos they are shown. These 
understandings were utilised in a detailed on-line survey questionnaire, which was completed by a diverse 
sample of 773 university students, who responded about their recent in-class video experiences. 
Findings – Students report that about 87% of lecture classes included one or more videos. This paper reports 
on instructor practices, develops a video typology, and reports on students’ preferred frequency, type of 
video, video source, video length and existing vs preferred video integration methods.  
Practical implications – The results provide useful information for educational administrators.  
Recommendations are made for effective use of videos in lectures by instructors.  
Originality/value – This is the first qualitative and survey research investigating current practice and student 
perceptions of video use during lecture classes. We also conduct the first survey with a broad sample across 
universities and academic disciplines using the unit of analysis of videos seen per course last week. 
Typologies of sources of videos, instructional functions, video facilitation techniques, and types of videos 
used during lectures are proposed and then measured.  
 
Keywords: Lectures, Videos  
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Introduction 
 
A student survey concluded that “… 59% of students find their lectures boring half the time and 30% find 
most or all of their lectures to be boring. The consequences of being bored includes students missing future 
lectures, and [an] association between the level of boredom and grade point average” (Mann and Robinson, 
2009, p. 243). Video-based learning both online and face-to-face can improve the learning experience and 
outcomes (Kinash, Knight, and Maclean, 2015; Yousef, Chatty, and Schroeder, 2014). The learning 
experience is important because it impacts how they “engage” with a course and potentially whether they 
will complete it (Martinez, 2001). (Note: Since is no single universal understanding of “engagement” 
(Carmichael, Reid and Karpicke, 2018) the term is used in the general sense of increasing cognitive and 
emotional participation and interaction with course content.)  Consequently, many educators seek increased 
student “engagement” by the inclusion of video (Berk, 2009). However, we do not know what is currently 
happening in practice within universities. This paper researches the use of digital video shown during live 
lectures and also reports on instructor practices, students’ experiences, and the form of video that students 
prefer and would utilise themselves. This is the first survey of its kind across multiple universities and across 
multiple disciplines. 
 
Since at least the 1950s critique has been made that the traditional lecture class can be boring (e.g., Lynd, 
1950; Hart 1969) culminating in Silberman’s (1970) book proclaiming a “Crisis in the Classroom”. The 
response has been diverse with some educators proposing that live lectures be abandoned in favour of the 
“flipped classroom” (e.g., Bishop and Verleger, 2013), an approach which is claimed to increase student 
engagement (Tucker, 2012). It reverses the traditional in-class lecture and “homework” elements by moving 
the information transmission and lecture component online, leaving class time for collaborative student 
work to develop understanding. The reversal of these activities gives the “flipped classroom” approach its 
name. However, some researchers, such as Missildine et al. (2013), find that "…students of flipped classes 
were the least satisfied” (p. 599) compared to those exposed to blended or traditional instruction. Rather 
than abandon the live lecture, one way to enhance student engagement is through the use of video during 
the lecture (e.g., Alpert 2016). Whatever the mode of video utilisation “…video can shift the concept of 
teaching from didactic approaches to constructivist learning…” (Carmichael et al., 2018, p. 7). We believe 
many instructors realise this and are incorporating videos in their lectures. (Note: this paper defines a 
lecture as a regularly scheduled lecture delivered live in front of students at a university, i.e., not via 
recording or transmission). 
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While anecdotally the use of videos during lectures has increased, the actual level is unknown.  In addition, 
current research (e.g., Guo, Kim and Rubin, 2014; Conole 2015) appears to focus on video use in recorded 
lecture bits for flipped classrooms, or Massive Open Online Courses (MOOCs). While these new and 
important video uses are part of the changing university landscape (Carmichael et al. 2018), this paper 
addresses the empirical research gap on the still important issue of current practices of video integration 
into live lectures. We not only indicate how quickly higher education is adapting to the digital age but also 
present students’ perceptions and preferences, which are necessary to know if videos are to enrich face-to-
face lectures and other modes more effectively. Today’s students are avid video users and at times providers 
via home-made video in social media such as YouTube, Snapchat, Twitter and Facebook. Thus, the objectives 
of this paper are fourfold: 1) to determine how extensively videos are used in face-to-face lectures; 2) to 
determine students’ preferred video use, forms, and sources; 3) to inform educators and improve their 
teaching effectiveness, and; 4) to facilitate public policy and education-system level discussion of how 
extensively higher education is implementing this “disruptive innovation” (Kinash et al. 2015).  
 
While some universities and schools may be conducting internal surveys of educational technology uptake, 
such as video use, this study will benefit from responses from multiple universities, types of universities, and 
disciplines within them. In addition, because this paper adopts a mixed-methods approach using both focus 
group research and a large-scale quantitative survey, it enriches our understanding of video use during 
lectures and “…provides a more complete understanding of a research problem than either quantitative or 
qualitative data [do] alone” (Cresswell, 2014, p. 19). The survey is also precise in that it assesses video use 
specifically during lectures rather than according to students’ “average number of videos per week” over all 
their courses. Note: the words “courses” and “classes” are used interchangeably, to refer to an ongoing unit 
of study, with the exception that “a class” refers to a single live lecture of a course.   Additionally, the data 
records immediate experience in that respondents specifically report the number of videos seen in each 
lecture course during the week prior to the survey. This approach is more accurate and less abstract than 
asking students to generalise over longer periods by asking questions such as “how many videos did you see 
per week last semester?” 
 
The extent of video use in live lectures and student preferences: What is known 
 
While we found no specific research about the actual and desirable extent of video use in face-to-face 
classes, there is eclectic research in the literature about how video can be used in on-line courses and 
MOOCs (e.g., Zhang, Dongsong, et al., 2006). Research on the flipped classroom finds that good use of offline 
video lectures and videos as part of (non-lecture) in-class activities leads to a more positive perception of 
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educator performance (e.g., Scafuto et al. 2017). While these findings do not directly relate to the live 
lecture class, Sherer and Shea (2011) generalize that videos are increasingly used in higher education 
teaching. They offer YouTube as one popular example of video-sharing that both faculty and students can 
use both inside and outside the classroom (p. 56). Others such as Caruso and Salaway (2008) find that fewer 
than half of today’s college students (44%) believe that their instructors “use information technology 
effectively in courses” (p. 1). Berk (2009) argues that students and faculty differ in their effective use of 
digital media. He describes students as “digital natives” whereas instructors are characterised as “digital 
immigrants” who “still have one foot in the past” (p. 6). Thus, the extent and effectiveness of integrating 
videos within courses by instructors cannot be taken for granted and should be investigated. Bishop and 
Verleger (2013) find that students tend to prefer both in-person lectures to video lectures, and interactive 
classroom activities over lectures (p. 1). Additionally, both Guo, Kim and Rubin (2014) and Toto and Nguyen 
(2009) suggest that students prefer shorter rather than longer videos and shorter videos influence students’ 
decisions to use video again for future learning (Giannakos, Jaccheri, and Krogstie, 2016). Thus, because 
video length may affect how students respond, length preference is another crucial element of this research. 
 
Guo, Kim and Rubin (2014) also find that students are better engaged by videos that use a “more personal 
feel” rather than those with high production values. This finding reflects Sherer and Shea’s (2011) view 
about using YouTube videos of which 80% are produced by “amateurs” (Digital Ethnography, 2009); thus, 
students could accept amateur YouTube material. Hence, the sources of videos used in classes and the 
students’ preferences for them are also integral to this research. While the academic literature reviews 
video use, we intend to approach our research afresh to identify current points of interest so as to 
understand student perspectives thoroughly. We thus began by conducting exploratory focus groups with 
students from diverse disciplines. 
 
Method and results: Focus groups 
 
Focus group participants were recruited from the general student population of a large urban public 
university. A minor incentive was provided for participation. The participants represented a diverse range of 
disciplines and data saturation was achieved, in that no new insights were gained, after seven focus groups 
totalling 32 participants. The sample comprised 28 undergraduates and 4 postgraduates. Their disciplines 
included science, biotechnology, engineering, music, geography, human movements, business, and 
economics. Focus group discussions were led by an experienced moderator using an outline protocol. The 
moderator also probed any off-protocol topics raised by participants. While this caused the sequence of 
discussion to vary, all protocol topics were covered.  The focus groups were audio recorded and transcribed. 
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The transcriptions were reviewed and manually coded to determine themes and meta-themes (as per 
Fereday and Muir-Cochrane, 2006), with the themes being merged until coding stability was achieved.  The 
trustworthiness of results is enhanced by carefully following procedures consistent with known good 
practices (such as described by Elo et. al., 2014). While participants experienced a wide range of frequencies 
of video included in lectures, the preferences of students were relatively uniform despite the diverse 
disciplines and their different years within degree courses. 
 
The showing of videos 
Respondents were receptive to the use of videos in lectures provided the material added value by matching 
the lesson topic and being well-integrated. Students did not consider the use of in-class videos to be a 
symptom of “instructor laziness”, although they felt sometimes lecturers failed to choose relevant material. 
Similarly, videos that repeated well-covered topics were poorly regarded.  
 
While many students were assessment-oriented many disliked the content of videos specifically being 
examinable. However, they felt that the videos shown should be closely-related to the examinable topic. 
Students saw themselves as time-poor, thus they regarded videos that were off-topic as a waste of class 
time which diminished the opportunity for interaction that live classes provide. Students appeared to 
appreciate face-to-face teaching because of its interaction potential. Partly for this reason, students 
generally did not want more than 10% of class time to be taken up by videos. This means that, in a two-hour 
class (with about 110 effective minutes) students did not want more than 11 minutes of videos. In addition, 
they preferred that each video should last fewer than five minutes or, in other words, they preferred two or 
three short video items to a single longer one. While the overarching opinion was that videos needed a 
compelling reason to be shown, there was some empathy for students who were visual learners, although 
few respondents expressed that preference. 
 
Types of videos 
During the discussion, respondents were given the opportunity to assess a draft video typology. While they 
generally agreed with the categories, they were more comfortable with nominating specific needs that they 
considered videos validly fulfilled in class. These included demonstrations that could not be undertaken in 
class, putting theory into practice, animations that exemplified such practice, and alternative explanations of 
challenging concepts. While respondents generally resisted watching long videos in class, they nonetheless 
acknowledged that, because some students might not watch them out of class, presenting videos in class 
was more excusable. By contrast, videos that extended knowledge beyond what was examinable were seen 
as optional, with such links best being provided for later viewing, for students who were interested.  
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Sources of videos  
Students had no preference for video sources but cited YouTube as the most common. When the lecturer 
located on-topic videos in the public domain, students appreciated the time they saved from such effort 
because otherwise they often had to search for videos themselves especially before exams.  
 
Instructor-made videos have high credibility (Giannakos et al., 2014) so the topic was also probed to 
ascertain how much instructors may need to become skilled in video-making as they previously had to 
become in PowerPoint technology. While instructor-made videos were characterised as “a rarity”, students 
appreciated the effort involved as long as videos were relevant to the class and lecture topic and had not 
been shoddily produced. However, if they contained material that could be delivered in person, they were 
regarded as a gimmick that reduced face-to-face interaction. It was clear that students prefer the lecture 
delivery in person rather than as a “talking head” on video in the same lecture. Thus, instructor-made videos 
should be special in some way. The only exception was when instructors made videos specifically for revision 
or exam preparation out of class. These were particularly appreciated. 
  
Video facilitation 
When and how videos should be shown received considerable comment. Many students did not like it when 
instructors “set the scene” for a class by starting it with a broadly-related or motivational video. They 
preferred video vignettes to be tightly integrated with the established flow of material as the class 
progressed. Participants had much to say about how videos should be shown, particularly commenting on 
the technical skills shortcomings of many instructors, who were seen as lacking familiarity with the 
equipment. Students also felt that the installed software often caused problems with sound and Internet 
access at the critical moment of starting the video. Students looked for smooth integration which 
maintained students’ attention thus avoiding discontent and attesting to the instructors’ technical 
competence. 
 
A major dislike by the students was the “surprise playing” of a video without introducing it. This was, in part, 
due to students being “assessment orientated”. They felt that, if a video was to be shown in class, it should 
be part of scaffolded learning in that they should be told why and what they should watch for. Focus group 
participants were specific about the most effective procedure for showing videos. They wanted: (1) to be 
alerted that a video was to be shown, (2) to receive a concise explanation as to why, (3) to understand how it 
related to assessment, (4) to debrief it on completion and, if necessary, (5) to discuss its main points in class. 
They saw this as necessary to improve their learning and justify the class time used. In sum, while students 
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acknowledged the potential entertainment value and novelty of videos, they were efficiency and 
assessment-oriented as there had to be a sound reason for selecting and including videos. If these needs 
were not met and videos were shown without following the procedure outlined, then students would rather 
proceed with the lecture class as usual and watch (or find their own videos) in their own time.  
 
The focus group results provide knowledge about students’ experiences and preferences and, for the benefit 
of instructors, parameters for selecting and showing videos. These focus group results are summarised in 
Table 1. These results, together with the survey of the current literature, identify a range of matters that 
should be addressed in the survey.  
 
Method: Survey  
 
Students rather than instructors were chosen for the survey because each student sits through several 
different instructor’s classes, and thus are better placed to report on a larger number of classes and 
instructor’s styles. This choice also allows students’ perceptions and preferences to be assessed. An online 
survey of students was conducted to ask them how many videos they are seeing in their lecture classes, and 
what they preferred from these videos. The question wording was designed to be simple, direct and 
comprehensible to obtain reliable and valid measures as per Krosnick (2018).  We predicted that a broad 
sample would be needed to represent current practices and student views. A commercial market research 
company (SurveyMonkey) provided the sample. The detailed sample selection chosen to ensure its quality is 
detailed next, because its quality and nature of the measures are important. We believe that the final 
sample and unit of analysis provides a rigorous, unique and innovative data set.  
 
Desired sample and sample screening procedure  
It was important to obtain a sample with a high proportion of students who had seen videos so that they 
could complete the more detailed sections about video use. Therefore, the following screening questions 
were asked: Q1) Are you a currently enrolled university student? Q2) Do you attend any lectures at your 
university? and Q3) Has a video been shown in a lecture class that you attended this semester?  Questions 1 
and 2 ensured that only currently enrolled university students who attended live lecture classes were 
included. This eliminated university students who might be not attending live lectures, and others who were 
studying online or in a flipped classroom situation. Question 3 screened out students who attended lecture 
classes that did not show videos. To be part of the final sample, potential respondents had to answer “Yes” 
to all three screening questions. The questionnaire was administered in mid-November 2016, which is 
generally toward the end of semester. 
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SurveyMonkey provided a sample of 1963 potential respondents in the USA. Of those, 69.7% (1368) were 
currently enrolled university students (Q1), 59% attended a lecture class (Q2), and 54.6% had seen a video in 
a lecture class during the semester (Q3). That is, while 966 of 1963 answered “Yes” to all three screening 
questions, a further 193 respondents were excluded for not answering enough questions, for failing to 
answer the attention check question correctly (“If you live in the U.S. select Strongly Agree”) or failing other 
SurveyMonkey data quality checks. This stringent sampling process yielded 773 high quality responses.  
 
Four academic characteristics were measured by the survey: discipline, type of university, university focus, 
and type of degree. There were similar numbers of respondents from the major university disciplines of Arts 
and Humanities, Physical and Biological Sciences, Social Sciences, and Engineering, with smaller numbers 
from other disciplines. Regarding type of university, 66% of were from public universities, 27% from private, 
and 6% from public junior colleges. Regarding focus of university, 50.71% were from research intensive 
universities, 32.73% from teaching focused universities (32.73%), and the remainder (16.56%) was classified 
as “other” or “don’t know”. Regarding degree type, undergraduates comprised 74.77% of the sample with 
the remainder being Masters, PhD or “other” degree students. The sample comprised 54.72% females and 
45.28% male students. 
   
Unit of analysis  
The unit of analysis is important in survey research. We faced a challenge as to how to measure video usage 
in lectures with respect to issues of participants’ inaccuracy of recall and avoiding answers that are 
generalisations such as, “How many videos have you seen in lecture during the last semester, on average?” 
Instead, to make their response task simple and clear, the goal was to ask specifically about recent video 
viewing, so the questionnaire asked about videos “seen in the last week” to elicit accurate reporting of such 
viewing. However, merely using a week as the unit of analysis could be confounding because the number of 
courses varies between students. In the sample, 8% reported enrolling in one course, 21.7% in two courses, 
22.5% in three, 28.8% in four, and 18.9% in five or more courses. Therefore, we collected data and analysed 
it at the level of each individual course in the prior week. Thus, to determine “what’s happening now?”, 
students were asked to answer separately for each lecture course in which they were enrolled.   
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Video use in lectures: What’s happening now? 
 
FREQUENCY OF VIDEOS SHOWN IN LECTURES 
We now present findings about current practice in video use in lectures, starting with determining the 
frequency of videos shown in lecture classes. Of the initial 1963 potential respondents contacted by 
SurveyMonkey, 1110 were enrolled at a university and attended a lecture course (yes to both Q1 and Q2). Of 
these 1110 students, 87% (966) stated that a video had been shown in a lecture class that they attended this 
semester (yes to Q3).  Thus, for the question of, overall, what percent of university students enrolled in 
lecture courses see at least one video during a lecture during the semester, the result from our survey is 87% 
(which we interpret as the vast majority).    
 
The rest of the survey results presented that describe current video usage in lecture classes all refer to the 
fully-screened sample of 773 respondents (as described above) and are reported at the per lecture course 
per week unit of analysis. The respondents were enrolled in 2517 different lecture courses, that is, an 
average of 3.29 courses per student. Table 2 shows that, of the 2517 courses (Table 2), 30% showed zero 
(none) videos the prior week, 29% showed one only, 19% showed two videos, 10% showed three, and 12% 
showed four or more.  Therefore, 70% of courses (a total of 1770 courses) included at least one video in the 
prior week.  This result suggests that videos are being shown in most lecture courses in any given week in 
higher education today.  
 
However, the number of videos shown per course tends to be small, averaging 1.46 per course per week, 
with the median and mode at 1.0. About 41% of courses (1043) show two or more videos, and about 12% of 
lecture courses (310) displayed enthusiasm for videos because they showed four or more per course in a 
week. Thus, the number videos shown that week varied considerably. The number of courses showing three 
or more videos (560 courses, 22.2%) is similar to the number of courses showing no videos at all.  Future 
research should look at the variation within a course over the semester, such as the mean number of videos 
per course per semester, although this is more difficult to measure accurately using surveys such as ours. 
 
Video sources 
Now that the overall frequency of videos in lecture courses is known, let us break it down by type/source of 
videos shown (see Table 3). We propose the following four-type classification of sources of videos used 
during lectures (the percentages of each type are shown in parenthesis): a) videos freely available on the 
public internet, such as YouTube (n=1502, 59.1% of courses), b) videos from other identifiable sources such 
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as TV or textbook  (n=1042, 41.1%), c) videos created by, or featuring, your instructor,(n=859,  33.6%) and d) 
other videos; not one of the other three types and/or the source could not be identified  (n=724, 28.8%).   
Interpreting the results for each source: 
 
a) Videos freely available from the internet, such as from YouTube, have the highest appearance rate 
(about 60%). This is not surprising, given that these videos are free, are proliferating, and are improving 
in quality. It is reassuring that the focus group results suggest that students appreciate the time spent 
by instructors to identify the most appropriate videos from the very large number available on the 
internet. Video-enthusiastic instructors (about 10% of lecture courses) showed three of more of these 
free videos per week.  
 
b) Videos from identifiable non-internet sources are used in 41.1% of lecture classes. These professional 
videos generally have a larger budget, so they have been classified differently from internet videos.  
 
c) Usage of videos created by and/or featuring the instructor has never before been measured. Our 
research finds that about 1/3 of lecture courses include such videos. A study found evidence that 
students report that they value including in the live lecture class short, special videos that the instructor 
has created specifically for their class (Alpert, 2016). As video making becomes easier and less 
expensive, and with students used to low-budget home-made videos such as used by YouTube, this 
category of video may be increasing. We suspect that just as new technologies such as PowerPoint 
diffused through higher education teaching, so this type of video will see increasing usage as part of an 
instructor’s toolkit. 
 
d) The results show that students can identify the source of more than 70% of videos shown. This was 
higher than expected, but there is still a large percentage of videos (28.8%) for which students cannot 
identify (and are not told) the source. It would be interesting for future research to identify what these 
other sources are. 
 
STUDENT PREFERENCES  
Thus far, we have reported on current practice for videos shown during lecture. We now provide results on 
student preferences for videos shown during lecture classes, results that will offer useful input for 
instructors on how to use videos. 
 
Some 95% of students want to see videos but they do not want many per lecture. Their mean preferred 
number of videos is 1.33 per class, with median and mode of 1 per class. This shows that, while one video 
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during lecture class is good, much more than one may spoil the effect for many students. The frequency 
distribution for the preferred frequency of videos per class is: 0 videos per class (5.3%), 1 video every 
alternate class (i.e. 0.5 per class, 29.1%), 1 video per class (31.3%), 2 videos per class (20.2%), 3 videos per 
class (9.1%), 4 videos per class (5%).  Interpreting this, 14% of students are video enthusiasts who want at 
least 3 videos per class, while 5% might be called super-enthusiasts since they want 4 or more. Overall, 95% 
of students want to see a video during the lecture class.  Even so, student overall preference is to avoid too 
many videos shown per class. Contrasting these preferred frequency of videos per class results with the 
actual (i.e. reported) frequency of videos (Table 2), provides a very rough gap analysis. A lecture class with 1, 
2, or 3 videos shown occurs at about the frequency that students prefer: for 1 video shown in a lecture class, 
28.9% (727/2517) actual vs 31.3% preferred; for 2 videos, 19.2% actual vs 20.2% preferred; for 3 videos, 
9.9% actual vs 9.1% preferred.  A lecture class showing 4 or more videos shown occurs more often than 
preferred (actual 12% vs preferred 5%).  The case of the lecture course not showing any videos, occurs more 
frequently than students prefer (students report that 30% of courses showed no videos, vs zero videos 
preferred per class of 5.3%).  
 
When asked which source of video they prefer (see Table 3), results showed 86.4% of students want to see 
videos from the internet, while 75.4% want to see videos from other identifiable sources (such as TV or 
textbooks), and about 66% of students want to see videos featuring the instructor (indicating many students 
like this new idea for video).  Videos from other sources perhaps are generally seen as less trustworthy and 
have the lowest preference.  Notably, the modal frequency is one video every other week for each source. 
That is, the modal preference is for no more than one video from each source per week. This result cautions 
us not to overdo any one type of video in general. A notable result from Table 3 is that students preferred a 
lower frequency of videos than their instructors are presently showing.  
 
This same order of frequency preference is found for the different video types, as students consistently want 
to see more of their preferred type (or perhaps more familiar and more comfortable types), which matches 
their highest frequency preference for videos from the Internet. Mean preferred frequency for is videos 
from internet, 1.1 per class; videos from identifiable other sources such as TV or textbook, .86 per class; 
videos created by or featuring the instructor, .61 per class; and, videos from other sources, .58 per class.   
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Preferred and maximum length 
When asked for the preferred length in minutes of a video shown during lectures, students’ mean preferred 
video length is 20 minutes. However, that is unrealistic, being skewed upwards by some high responses, as 
indicated by the shorter median response of 15 minutes, and the much shorter modal response of 10 
minutes (i.e., 10 minutes total per lecture).  These survey results are generally consistent with the focus 
group discussions on preferred video length. 
 
As there is much speculation about short attention spans and thus losing students’ attention during long 
videos, students were asked the maximum length for a video that they would voluntarily endure during a 
lecture. To our knowledge this has never been measured before. The mean maximum length of 35 minutes is 
skewed upward somewhat by some high responses, with the median and mode converging at 30 minutes. 
This convergence gives some confidence that this is the maximum duration that students will tolerate before 
presumably becoming annoyed. This is an important finding in that students appear to be willing to endure 
videos that are longer than they generally prefer, as the mode for preferred length is just 10 minutes. We 
suspect it is likely students think that “great videos”, which strongly match their preferences (for relevance, 
video quality, purpose of video, and other factors), provide a reason for potentially watching a video three 
times their preferred length.  
 
Video handling and facilitation: What’s happening and student preferences 
The focus group discussions showed that the choice of which videos are fit for task is the starting-point for 
successfully integrating videos in face-to-face lecture classes. The focus groups showed further however that 
the pre- and post-video activities were important value-adding dimensions in the showing of videos. We call 
this video handling and facilitation. Video handling refers to the technical skill of smoothly transitioning to 
video without clumsy technical problems (such as not being able to get the sound working). It is something 
that is easy to ignore, but it influences how videos (and the instructor) are perceived. By contrast, video 
facilitation is the instructional component leading into and following from the video. It includes clarifying the 
context, the relevance, the content and the importance (including the content’s examinability) of the video. 
These techniques enhance the learning experience.  
 
Instructors could reasonably be expected to know that video handling and facilitation is important. Because 
our student focus groups suggested that problems could arise with video handling and video integration into 
the study topic, the survey included questions as to how this should be accomplished. A question was also 
included for instructors’ benefit. It began by listing common video facilitation methods and students were 
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asked about their preferences among them. Table 4 shows our list of video facilitation techniques, and 
compares what instructors typically do and what the students would like them to do. 
 
The video facilitation results (see Table 4) are both encouraging and discouraging. Results show that about 
75% of instructors introduce videos by saying why they were selected and what the students could expect to 
see. However, that also means about 25% of instructors are not doing what seems like a basic but important 
prerequisite for effectively using videos. A slight majority of instructors (52.5%) do tell students what is 
important to watch for in the video but only some 50% follow up after the video is shown by summarising 
what was important or having a discussion afterwards.  Our interpretation is that what the instructor does 
(or should do) relates to video length, as for example a post-video discussion is more warranted for longer 
videos rather than shorter ones.  Future research investigating the “why” of instructor-selected and student 
preferred video facilitation techniques should also measure and model the interaction of video length, video 
relevance, and video quality. 
 
In relation to other student preferences, we looked at what students wanted compared with what 
instructors were providing. The largest gap, of about 20%, concerned clarifying whether the video content 
was examinable. Two other smaller gaps result in situations where, firstly, students are not being told what 
to look for before the video is played (8% gap) and thus feel under-served, and secondly, where students are 
not being told after the video what was important (about 3% gap). Collectively, what most students want is a 
video to be well introduced by being informed why and what is most important. Large numbers of students 
(although less) wanted a good post-video summary of what was important to learn from the video, during a 
question or discussion time.  Student enthusiasm to know what could be examined as appeared to be more 
than the usual assessment orientation. The solution may just be a matter of always explaining to students 
whether, or what part of a video is examinable thus establishing a consistency of practice.  Students could 
also be more concerned about these matters in relation to longer videos, as they want to know if they need 
to review the whole video and thus find the time to do so.  
 
One other question was put to students as part of the set, which asked about how videos are typically 
handled by instructors. Eight point three percent of students agreed that their instructors typically were 
“clumsy/ineffective/technically challenged at smoothly transitioning from lecture slides to playing a video”.  
Although this at first glance seems a low level of agreement to this statement, we suspect that students 
would be forgiving of minor errors. If this is the case, and 8.3% of instructors commit glaring or major errors, 
this may indicate a significant skills deficit with this technology for some instructors. However, 
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encouragement may be taken from the finding that the vast majority of instructors practice reasonably good 
video handling and facilitation practices, although there is clearly still room for improvement.  
 
Instructional functions of videos  
We could not find in the literature a typology of instructional functions for videos in the context of use 
during lectures. Therefore, to investigate the importance of the different possible instructional functions for 
videos shown in lectures from the students’ view, we developed a typology based on the focus groups and 
our experience with using videos. Survey respondents (n=773) were asked to identify what they thought 
were the three most important video types from a set of nine instructional functions. This forced comparison 
was relatively simple to make, but provided a variety of responses.   The importance of the nine instructional 
functions, as expressed in the order of percentage of student mentions  are to: a) Add 
creativity/humour/interest to the topic (45.9%), b) Add variety to class session (42.9%), c) Explain concept in 
a better way (41.4%), d) Present a real-world example (41.4%), e) Explain a concept already presented in the 
lecture in a different way (33.9%), f) Present a short summary of a concept already covered in lecture 
(23.5%), g) Introduce additional material to expand knowledge (but which would be clearly stated not to be 
examinable) (22.6%), h) Introduce a new concept (21.6%), and i) Present a different speaker (5.8%). Most 
notable in these results are the clearly top four instructional functions, with over 40% of students valuing 
creativity/humour, variety, better explanation, and real-world example as most important. On the other 
hand, students were less enthusiastic about using videos in lectures to summarise, introduce additional 
supplementary information, or introduce a new concept. They were quite unenthusiastic about using videos 
to present another speaker on a topic. Instructors should consider these general preferences consider 
providing more of what the majority of students want and less of what fewer of them want, although as 
always there may be cases for exceptions.  
A typology of videos 
We could not find in the literature a typology of videos shown in lectures, so we developed one and showed 
it to students and asked if they agreed with these types. Because students are experienced in seeing the 
different types of videos shown in class, their view on what constitutes a type of educational video is 
relevant. Our five initially proposed types of videos, and the percentage of students agreeing or disagreeing 
that each “describes a type videos used during lectures”, are: a) Real Life Example—agree 74.9%, disagree 
25.1% (number of responses=307), b)  Demonstration (“how to”)—agree 67.8%, disagree 32.2% (n=261), c) 
Visualisation (e.g., animated graphs or theories)—agree 64.1%, disagree 35.9% (n=209), d) Creative Work 
(e.g., music, TV episode or clip)—agree 54.2%, disagree 45.6% (n=271), and e) Presentation (formal 
presentation by someone else, not your instructor)—agree 29.3%, disagree 70.7% (n=273).  Note that the 
response rates vary from n=209 through n=307 because students were not required to respond to these 
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questions. Some students may have felt the task was too complicated or too onerous, so we did not want to 
force these students to respond as this might have introduced more noise into the data.  
 
These results show substantially more agreement than disagreement for the top three (i.e., Real Life 
Example, Demonstration, and Visualisation) being good descriptions of the types of videos shown during 
lectures. A smaller majority of agreement over disagreement thought that Creative Work was a good 
category descriptor, but that result may vary according to the respondent’s discipline, for example, Arts 
students. To our surprise, a strong majority disagreed that a Presentation by a person other than the 
instructor was a good descriptor of videos used in lectures. Furthermore, as a test of whether the initial 
typology was complete, we used an open-ended question to invite students to describe any additional types 
of video that might be missing from the list. Two new video types were suggested, “Documentary” and 
“Historical”. Since Historical material is typically in documentary format, “Documentary” was added to the 
typology of instructional videos shown during lectures.  As students significantly disagreed that Presentation 
was a good descriptor, this was deleted from list. We suspect that students were thinking that Presentation 
videos by others were rare or perhaps could be subsumed under some other type such as Real Life 
Examples. Thus, our final typology of videos shown during lectures is: Demonstration, Real life example, 
Visualisation, Creative Work, and Documentary. 
 
Finally, at the end of the questionnaire, respondents were asked an open-ended “anything else” question to 
help capture in their words: “Is there anything else you would like to tell us about how videos are being used 
and should be used in lectures?”  The 594 responses were iteratively coded by the research team. Coding 
stability was established and the results are shown in Table 5. The responses are ranked by number of 
mentions and are categorised by topic reflecting the sequence of video use and implementation. Specifically, 
in the order of mentions, the most important topics were Video Choice (268 comments), Video Facilitation 
(265 comments), and Video Handling (61 comments). Major concerns in order of importance (by number of 
mentions) were: Video Relevance, Provision of Links (for later viewing), Choosing More Interesting Videos, 
Discussing Content, and Showing Shorter Videos. While diverse views were evident in the data, the student 
suggestions closely matched both the focus group conclusions and the other survey results.  
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Conclusions 
 
In sum, the results indicate that most lecture classes include videos, most show only a small number of 
videos, and the majority of videos are sourced from the internet. Students like to see videos during face-to-
face lectures but under strict conditions: they prefer that the videos are not too long, although they will 
attend to somewhat longer videos if it is justified, and the videos must be well-integrated into the course 
and the flow of the lecture. This mixed-method research has enhanced knowledge by reporting current 
video practices and student preferences. In addition, four new typologies were developed for this research 
to measure and understand aspects of video use in face-to-face lectures: sources of videos, video facilitation 
techniques, instructional functions for videos, and types of videos. The data is unique in four ways: (1) it uses 
the very specific unit of analysis, “recent videos shown last week by lecture course” (which minimises 
memory errors and generalisation over long periods of time); (2) uses a gap analysis in which student 
preferences were contrasted with the practices of instructors; (3) measures for the first time the frequency 
of, and student preference for, videos created by or featuring the instructor; and (4) measures for the first 
time an assessment of instructor video handling skill.  
 
In future research, a survey of instructors would also be useful to complement this survey of students. Now 
that the frequency of videos shown is known, it would be useful to survey in more detail student perceptions 
of the quality of videos shown, and how the context of showing the video affects how to maximise the 
learning (e.g., the relationship between video length and the need for more effort in video facilitation). This 
study was limited to one country, the USA. A similar survey, or repeating this survey, in additional countries 
would assess the universality of the findings. This survey could provide a benchmark for interested 
academics in other countries who might conduct the survey at their university to compare it to the broad 
USA results. Overall, video use during lectures, and student preferences for video types and length, is an 
increasingly important topic, on which there has been little hard data. There is a clear need to know and 
understand current instructors’ video-showing practices in face-to-face lectures and, in parallel, to know and 
understand student perceptions and preferences for educational videos generally. In addition, research is 
needed to further examine our proposed typologies, and to define video quality and video-showing contexts. 
It is only through such research that new digital technologies will be adapted effectively to enhance learning 
outcomes in video-enhanced live lectures. 
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  Table 1. Summary of focus group themes 
 
Potential 
Benefits 
Occasion Choice Procedure 
Instructor 
created 
Student 
dislikes 
View out of 
class 
Variety/ 
change of 
mode 
Demonstrate 
when not 
possible in 
class 
Relevant 
to topic 
Introduce 
video 
“Rare” Long videos 
When longer 
video 
Entertainment 
Attention and 
Engagement 
Explain in a 
different way 
Interesting 
Smoothly 
integrate with 
class materials 
Novel or 
interesting 
Lack of 
introduction 
When not 
relevant to 
class 
Support 
exam-relevant 
class content 
Provide 
illustration or 
animation 
Good 
sound  
State why it is 
being shown 
May repeat 
material 
Lack of 
review 
When not 
relevant to 
assessment 
Improve 
learning 
effectiveness, 
efficiency 
Show 
application of 
theory or real 
world 
example 
Recent 
State what to 
watch for 
May be too 
long 
Halting 
during 
playing 
When 
relevant for 
revision 
Reinforce 
content 
Aid 
conceptual 
understanding 
Good 
production 
values 
Debrief after 
video 
Less 
interactive 
Not knowing 
examinability 
 
Ensure entire 
cohort sees 
same material 
 
Source 
important 
and 
available 
Hold 
discussion 
Often poor 
production 
values 
Lack of links  
 
  
Page | 20  
 
Table 2. Reported frequency of videos shown in lecture classes last week 
 
Class\# 
Videos None  One Two  Three  Four 
Class 1 166 275 159 71 99 
Class 2 217 188 151 82 71 
Class 3 198 150 95 56 81 
Class 4 166 114 78 41 59 
Avg 186.75 181.75 120.75 62.5 77.5 
Sum 747 727 483 250 310 
%  30% 29% 19% 10% 12% 
  n=2517 classes as reported by n=773 students 
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Table 3. Reported frequency and preferred frequency per week per class, frequency distribution 
 
 
*Explanatory notes 
0=zero videos, 0 .5=one video every other week (Student Preferred only), 1=one video, 4=four videos for Currently Delivered 
and frequency and four or more for Student Preferred, 5=five or more videos (reported frequency only).  
∙ =no data (the .5 video, a video every other week, was not asked for Currently Delivered last week, and 5 or more videos per 
week was not asked for Student Preferred).   
Total respondents = 773. 
Number 
of 
videos* 
Specific Video Types 
Videos from Public 
Internet 
Videos from Identifiable 
Sources  
Instructor-created 
Videos 
Videos from 
Unidentifiable Sources 
 
Student 
Preferred 
% 
Currently 
Delivered 
% 
Student 
Preferred 
% 
Currently 
Delivered 
% 
Student 
Preferred 
% 
Currently 
Delivered 
% 
Student 
Preferred 
% 
Currently 
Delivered 
% 
0 13.6 40.9 24.6 58.9 34.0 66.4 46.1 71.2 
.5 33.1 ∙ 37.3 ∙ 38.6 ∙ 29.5 ∙ 
1 26.9 28.5 20.2 22.0 17.6 19.0 13.5 14.3 
2 14.9 15.0 10.1 9.7 6.6 7.7 5.7 6.4 
3 5.6 6.0 4.7 3.8 1.8 3.4 2.7 2.7 
4 6.0 7.8 3.2 4.0 1.4 2.7 2.6 1.9 
5 ∙ 1.8 ∙ 1.6 ∙ .9 ∙ 3.6 
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Table 4. Video facilitation techniques: what instructors do vs what students want?  
 
List of in-lecture video 
facilitation techniques 
What 
instructors 
typically 
do 
What students 
would like 
their 
instructors to 
do 
Difference* 
Say if the video is examinable or 
not 
28.50% 47.50% 19.00% 
Before showing the video, say 
what to look for (what is 
important) in the video 
52.50% 60.20% 7.70% 
After showing the video say 
what was important about the 
video and its content 
48.90% 52.10% 3.20% 
After showing the video, let 
students ask questions about 
the video and its content 
56.30% 51.60% -4.70% 
After showing the video 
encourage/facilitate a 
discussion about the video and 
its content 
55.50% 45.90% -9.60% 
Before showing the video, tell 
students what they are about to 
see 
71.70% 58.90% -12.80% 
Before showing the video, say 
why it is about to be shown 
77.90% 63.90% -14.00% 
Notes: Differences are presented as column 3 – column 2 (like – do).  All differences are statistically  
significant at p<.05 by paired sample t test. Total respondents = 773.    
    
 
 
 
 
  
Page | 23  
 
Table 5. Themes in student responses in open-ended suggested improvement box at end of questionnaire:   
 
Question: “Is there anything else you would like to tell us about how videos are being used and should be 
used in lectures?” 
SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENT 
MENTIONS 
(n) 
VIDEO ELEMENT 
CHOICE HANDLING FACILITATION 
Choose more relevant videos 91 ●     
Provide link to video for later viewing 52     ● 
Choose more interesting videos 49 ●     
Holding discussion of video content 49     ● 
Show shorter videos 43 ●     
Explaining video content while showing 39     ● 
Explaining video content before 
showing 
35     ● 
Choose only good quality videos 28 ●     
Provide video notes/transcripts 23     ● 
Hold a quiz on video content 20     ● 
Improving readiness for showing 15   ●   
Detail video examinability & importance 13     ● 
Use student-suggested videos 12 ●     
Appropriately adjust volume 12   ●   
Explain video content after showing 11     ● 
Show more videos 9 ●     
Show videos with captions 8 ●     
Show only newer videos 8 ●     
Appropriately adjusting lighting 7   ●   
Show videos at the start of class 7   ●   
Show videos at the end of class 7   ●   
Show videos in the middle of class 7   ●   
Tell students to take notes on the video 7     ● 
Only use videos for demonstrations 6 ●     
Show fewer videos 6 ●     
Not to explain the video while showing 6     ● 
Not to show videos in class at all 6     ● 
Show only credited source videos 4 ●     
Adjust videos to full screen 4   ●   
Integrate videos better into flow of class 4     ● 
Show longer videos 2 ●     
Improve video handling 2       
Providing transcripts of videos 2     ● 
 
